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MLHXISM 


Introduction 

A, The reasons for our interant in Communism are 

ill. Communism, as embodied in the Soviet Union, constitutes the chief 
contemporary threat to US security. 

2. In order to defeat Communism, we Bhall have sometimes to deal with 
people who do not recognize it for what it is. In order bo discuss 
, it Intelligently with them, we have to familiarize ourselves 

systematically with the substance and terminology of Marxism. 


H, The Philosophical Basis of Marxism 

A. Marxism consists of a philosophy, an economic theory, and a political 
theory. 

B, The philosophy is basic to the economic and politioal theory. It 
oofieists of three elements! a metaphysical position, a philosophical 
method, and a philosophy of history. 

1. The metaphysical position of Marxism is Materialism, which holds 
that 

a. Matter is the ultimate reality. 

b. Matter exists before and independently of mind, and apart from 
our perception to it, 

2. The philosophical method of Marxism is the dialectic, which holds 
that nature and history have developed through a clash of opposing 
elements. In conjunction *tth materialism, this yields dialectical 
materialism, which holds that the dialectical clash has occurred 

in purely material terms. And the dialectic operates in a certain 
predetermined manner, described by the so-called laws of the 
Dialectic: 

a. The law of the Unity of Opposites. 

b. The Law of the Transfer of Quantity into Quality 

c. The law of the Negation of the Negation, 

3. The philosophy of history developed by Marxism is an extension in 

detail of dialectical materialism into human history. History has 
developed by a process of conflict of physical forces. The ultimate 
physical force in human life is economic production, which then 
underlies all other human activities. This means that; 

a. A change in the productive forces means a change in the 
productive relations between human beings. 

b. A change in the productive relations means a change in all 
other social relations, 

c. Since primitive times the production relations have always 
been relations of exploitation: Society has been divided into 
two major groups, consisting of owners and non-owners of the 
means of production. The conflict between these groups 
constitutes the dialectic of human history. 

d. This 1 lhe theory of the class struggle. 
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The Economic Theory of Marxism 

A, If the basic human activity is economic production, a study of the 
economic structure of contemporary society is called for. 

B, Marx's economic theory is based upon the doctrine of the class struggle, 
end is essentially a critique of nineteenth-century Capitalism in an 
effort to discover the method of capitalist exploitation. 

1. In his effort to do this, he incorporated into his thinking elements 
of Riccardo's Labor Theory of Value, which held that the irreducible 
measure of value in a commodity was the amount of labor embodied in it. 

2. labor Power is equi valent to the average number of labor hours 
necessary to support life. ThiB value is represented to the laborer 
by the ‘amount of value which he receives as wages. 

3. What then is the source of profit to the employer? He must be 
depriving the laborer of some of the value he creates j this value 
can only be created by hours of labor; therefore the laborer mus t 
be working core hours than are necessary to support life, in order 

to create a margin of profit for his employer. This is Surplus Value. 

C, The Development of Capitalism 

1. The desire of the capitalist is constantly to increase his margin 
of profit. 

2. He oan do this by m a k i n g his workers work longer hours; but this 
has obvious limitations. Or he can do it by increasing their 
efficiency through machinery. 

3. But more and better machinery means fewer laborers are necessaryj 
consequent competition for jobs, thus lower wages and decreased 
purchasing power in society, tending toward economic disorder. 

4. On the other hand, competition will wipe out most enterprisers, and 
those remaining will combine in trusts, cartels, monopolies of 
various kinds. 

5. Thus the poor will get poorer and more numbrous, and the rioh fewer 
and richer. 

6. Capitalism will collapse, after recurring crises. 

The Political Theory of ffarxism 

A. The Co mmun ist theory of the state, like their theory of economics, is 
based upon the doctrine of the Class Struggle. 

1. The state is the machinery used by the dominant class to exploit 
the propertilesa. 

2. It is the very function of the state to resist change. 

3. The modem state has produced bourgeois democracy as the machinery 
of exploitation. 

4. But the economic contradictions inherent in Capitalism will 
precipitate a revolutionary change in spite of the state. 

5. After the revolution, there will be no state because there will be 
no classes. 

6. Immediately after the revolution however, the remnants of bourgeois 
society will have to be suppressed; this will necessitate a 
proletarian state for a time. This is to be the Dictatorship of 
the Proletariat. 
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V, L e nini sm and Stalinism 

A. Lenin’s chief contributions to *krxism were; 

1. The concept of a limited, disciplined party of professional 
revolutionaries . 

2. The idea of the dictatorship of the proletariat not as a democratic 
regime, but as a minority dictatorship. 

3. The theory of the Imperialist Stage of Capitalism, in ittch 
competition (war) will proceed among capitalist states, rather 
than among single companies and corporations. 

B. Stalin’s additions have been the prolongation of the state because of 

what he called Capitalist encirclement; and the idea of socialist 
construction in one country. ~ 
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Marxism 



The principal reason we consider Marxism here is that we consider 
it the principal contemporary threat to U.S. security. As an idea it is 
not worth anj4ore than many of the other ideas of the nineteenth century, 
which were brought into existence by the peculiar conditions of that century 
and have -e ve r- since gone their way as conditions have changed. It so 
happened however, that Marxism, Communism, did get established as the 
official ideology of one of the great twentieth century world powers; and 
as such has, as we all know, become one of our chief contemporary dangers. 

How are we to face this danger in a practical way? In the first place, 
we must remember that Americans are in a peculiar geographical and temporal 
situation. Not everyone in the world is as convinced as we are that Commun- 
ism is erroneous. And we are going to have to deal with such people in the 
course of our work. We may look upon Communism as intellectually as well 
as norally weak. We may look upon Communists as at best misguided, and at 
worst fraudulent. But the time may come when we'll hive to convince other 
people of this; others to whom it is not at all obvious that Communism is 
simply erroneous, and that Communists are only trying to get them on their 
side to use them for the purposes of Soviet Bussia. Bow such people may 
know the Communist position extremely well. , They will know the dialectic; 
at least they will have heard of it. They will know the ideas involved in 
historical materialism, and those ideas may seem to them utterly convincing. 

But to argue with people in that position, and to convince them that we, as 
well as the Communists, have something to say, we have to familiarize ourselves 
systematically with the substance and the terminology of Marxism. 

Another reason why we undertake these lectures is that they can help 
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US to realize that it is extremely foolish to underestimate the appeal of 
Mendsm to many different kinds of people. Communists are not all disagree- 
able people who hide in back rooms and make silly threats. Some of them 
are highly intelligent, some of them are intellectuals. T hey are sold on 
this doctrine for reasons which we may find it difficult to understand. 


But when we're dealing with human beings, we have to be prepared to face 
the fact that not everybody thinks the way we do. Also, Communism promises 
explicitly and specifically more than we as Americans are prepared to promise 
to the world. We simply do not have a program, and the Communists do; and 
programs, however erroneous they may be, do appeal. Finally, it should be 
studied by people in our position with the seriousness it deserves, and with 
the seriousness that is given to it by the people whose profession it is to 
further the aims of Communism. 

Consider, then, that Marxism consists of three elements: a philosophy, 
an economic theory, and a political theory. We will consider the philosophy 
first, because it is basic to the economic and political theory and because 
it occurred to Marx first. Philosophy may be defined loosely as the study 
of reality, and it treats the question of the ultimate nature of reality. 
Philosophers set th< mselves to find out what things really are. What is 
the world? Does it require an explanation or doesn't it? Is it self- 
sufficient or isn't it? What is the human race, etc? Now Marx was a 
philosopher before anything else. He studied philosophy in the universities 
he went to, and he considered himself a philosopher during his early produc- 
tive years. An understanding of his philosophical position is necessary, 
then, i^ we are to comprehend the political and economic developments in 
his later life. His metaphysical assumptions, in connection with the 
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1 fc'fl|iilo^ 9 pliic method which w$e then popular, gave him hie philosophy of 
history. We will consider his philosophy then in three sections t his 
fflBtapfiya leal position, his method, and his philosophy of history. 

Ws nay define metaphysics as the study of ultimate reality (whereas 

philosophy 1 b the study of rdality in its totality). And the metaphysics 

i i I s : 

of Mstpx was materialism. Now we may state the position of materialism in 

■ | l "a 

the fqllowjLng propositions i First of all, the ultimate reality is matter. 
Second, the existence of matter precedes the existence of mind. Mind, in 
fftct, is a manifestation of matter, a product of the material processes of 
the bqaan nervous system and brain, much as light is a product of certain 
physical transformations within the external world. Matter is bosic, than, 

and mind derives from matter. Third, matter exists objectively apaj*t from 

} 

our perception of it. (Here of course, materialists in general disagree 
with idealists, who insist that mind is the ultimate reality and matter is 
anything ranging from an illusion to something which is perhaps real but 
basically unimportant.) And fcurth, complete knowledge of the material 
world is difficult and complex but not impossible. And derived from t ha t 
fourth point, though it is not really central, is the belief that there are 
no ultimate mysteries, there cannot be by definition: anything real is 
knowable, anything knovable ie understandable. In other words, there are no 
ultimately inexplicable phenomena - they can all be explained. 

Now materialism is of course a very old idea; there 1 s no thin g 


revolutionary or startling about it. It goes back to the ancient world where 
many eminent philosophers were materialists. Such names as Democritus and 
Lucreti^us will of course immediately suggest themselves to your minds. How— 

ever, it was almost totally submerged by the triumph of Christianity at the 

I 

end of the decline of the ancient world, and was hardly heard of during 
medieval times 
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at all. It was revived rather strongly however, in the eighteenth and 
early nineteenth century, as a result of two things. First of all, the 
weakening of the humanist tradition which was part of the Christian tradition 
and accepted the Christian presuppositions about man and human nature, 
including the Christian idea that the nature of man consisted of an immaterial 
soul resident in a material body. Second, by the end of the eighteenth 
century and the beginning of the nineteenth the popularity of the scientific 
method had by implication given philosophical materialism a great deal of 
prestige. So materialism began to become popular, and the point of view 
spread that nothing that we cannot perceive can be taken for granted, 
that the only thing we can depend upon is the perception of our senses 
playin • upon physical matter. Tie rise of science also reopened philosophi- 
cal questi ms wh'ch had appeared settled for centuries. What is the exact 
nature of reality? What is man’s place in the scheme of reality? Does he 
have a place at all? If so, what is it? Is he just an accident? Is the 
world an accident or was it deliberately planned? 

We have considered the elements of materialism and that is Marxist 
metaphysics? and now we will consider the dialectic, which is his method. 
Dialectic is also a very old word In philosophy, and it describes a method 
of ar>;ument which most of you will be familiar with, and which would run 
somewhat as follows: someone wovJ-d make a statement and someone else would 
make an equally time antithetical statement; and out of those two anti- 
thetical statements a third statement could be derived which would be closer 
to the truth than either of the first two statements. Now that seems quite 
abstract, but an example often given is the derivation of a definition of 
man. We can say that man is an animal, which is observably and demonstrably 
true. He has all the characteristics of an animal — gome more than others. 
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of course. The opposition point of view could be stated, however, that man 
is rational, and no animals are rational. We now have two antithetical 
statements equally true. This is a contradiction which has long been realized 
about human nature and can only be resolved' by the apparent contradiction 
that man is a rational animal, the only one known. Now t' e fact that man is 
a rational animal is a statement closer to the truth than either the si: nle 
statement that he is an animal or the simple statement that he is rational; 
both of which are true but neither of which is completely true. This is the 
dialectic^^ in argument. 

Now one of the elements of Hegel's philosophy is this: that the v/orld 
and human history has evolved precisely through just such a clash of opposite 
ideas. he world, nature, exists in a constant state of clash of opposites, 
and this clash of opposites results in third elements which are closer to 
reality than the original two clashing elements; and human history too has 
developed as a clash of opposite ideas. Hegel's idea of history was that it 
was evolving towards what he called the Absolute Idea - he was an idealist, 
believing that ideas were the ultimate reality, ..nd that they were constantly 
in conflict with each other. Marx accepted Hegel's idea about the way history 
had developed, ^hat is, he believed it develops through clashing of opposite 
forces, that is the method; but he did not accept Hegel's idealism. He 
admitted that li' story was essentially a dialectic process, but in material, 
not in idealistic terms. This was Marx's revision of Hegel, that although 
history was a dialectical process, the clash of opposites yielding third 
forces which then clashed with their opposites was not a conflict of ideas 
but of material forces. 

The dialectic itself breaks down into several elements; and we call 
these elements the laws of the dialectic. And there are three of them - 

CONfiBEitTiAL 
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The first law of the dialectic is the law of the unity of opposite s. Now 

that lav/ can be stated somewhat as follows: Every unft in existence - any 


physical object or arrangement of physical phenomena - a table, a man, a 
light bulb, a clock, a molecule, has within itself interacting opposite 
elements. Now if this inter-operation of the opposite elements of a physical 
unity were static, that is, if those elements just equally balanced each 
other out, then that unit would maintain its identity endlessly. In other 
words, a molecule not acted upon by any forces within itself, or outside 
itself, would remain a molecule of precisely its own substance indefinitely, 
forever. And the same is true of human society. If it had not set up within 
itself basic contradictions we'd still be in the primitive hunting stage. 
However, such is not the case. The inter-action within a unit is a dynamic 
action. Th e opposite poles of being affect each other dynamically and 
actively; they act upon each other, and thus force a crisis. In other words 
they conflict. T hus nothing is static, nothing stays the same. Everything 
has within itself the contradictions that make it conflict with itself 
and ultimately change itself. No unit in existence can remain static, but 


must undergo a conflict within itself wrier- will resolve into a new unit, • 
a new entity, and this in turn will set up within itself internal contra- 
dictions and will further evolve. The original entity in this dialectic 
activity is referred to as the thesis. ™he contradiction within itself that 
conflicts with it and destroys it is the antithesis. And the third element, 
which derives from that conflict, is called the synthesis. Thesis, conflicts 
with antithesis, and resolves into synthesis. T hen the synthesis, of 
course, is itself a new thesis, and sets up within itself a contradiction 
which conflicts internally with it. So much for the unity of opposites. 
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In other wordfa, it just doonn't ae-juroul'ilt* "h'-ng»> endlonjjly, something else 


is going on, a development in a .given obei.r/tt Lie 41 met] on. A very simple 

i 

example is the question of temperature changes. T »<e a body of water and 
succeapively add more and more heat to it, and it goes off into steam. 

I 

| 

Steam Is not water; it is chemically the name as water but it is physically 
different. In other words, there has been a qualitative change brought 
about by a quantitative change of 30 rimy degrees of heat. Start taking 
units of heat away from it, and the' steam condenses again into water; and 
if you keep on reducing the temperature, it becomes ice. how, according 
to Marx, history obeys the same law. It does not resolve into an endless 

• . •. J 

series of mere quantitative changes. 

^he third law of the dialectic is the ne.utin of the negation. 1 hiE 
law simply says that the synthesis in the dialectic process is the 
negation of the conflict between thesis and antithesis. In oti er words, 
the synthesis will be something completely different from the conflict 
which generated it. 

We have so far examined the metaphysical position of Marxism, its basic 
assumptions about the world and what it is. We have 3een that this position 
is dialectical materialism. Marx believed that history was a sequence of 
physical conflicts working their way out through a process of conflict and 
change. But what exactly are the physical forces involved? In oruer to 
answer this question, we have to apply the dialectical materialist method 
to history. It is materialistic, therefore we must look for material forces. 
Now, Feuerbach, a materialist who influenced Marx during his residence in 
Paris, maintained that man's basic social (therefore material) needs were 
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production, reproduction, and communication. Marx rejected reproduction 
and communication as basic human necessities, and retained production. 

The common end of all men, he said, is production of the physical means 
of existence, of the physical necessities of life. This is an activity 
in which all men have to engage or have other men engage for them. Such 
being the case, production being the basic human activity, all other human 
activities are based upon it. ferriage, for instance, is a means of 
transmitting and conserving property. Religion is a technique for keeping 
the lower classes in line. 

But if production of material goods is man’s basic activity, what are 
the elements of this production? The forces of production are, on the one 
hand, man's labor and practical skill ; that is, actual physical activity; 
and on the other hand, what are called the implements and tools of produc- 
tion: tools and techniques. Those are the elements of the productive pro- 
cess. What they reduce themselves to is tools, and people - men - to do the 
work. Now when these productive forces are changed in ary way, when either 
the tools and techniques or man’s labor and practical skill are changed in 
any way, then the productive relationships, as the Marxists call them^are 
changed. And when the productive relationships are changed, all other human 
relationships are changed. The industrial revolution, for instance, 
changed the techniques of production. Therefore, it changed the relation- 
ship between the producing people, the owners of the means of production 
and the non-owners of the means of production. Therefore, it changed all 
other human relationships. The disintegration of the family in modern life, 
for example, may be regarded as a result of industrialization, and consequent 
urbanization. The family is no longer the ultimate unit of society as it 
was long considered to be. The substructure of society, as Marxists call 
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it, consists of the economic relationships. The superstructure consist* 
of all other relationships - state, family, religion, philosophy, education, 
and so forth. Marx himself and his followers never went so far as to say 
tha t it’s only the substructure that affects the superstructure. They admit 
that the superstructure also has a great deal of influence on the substructure . 

The stages of society according to Marx were (and will be) the 
following: first of all, primitive society. And primitive society, he 
says, was communal society. The second stage was slave society; the 
third stage of development was feudal society; then capitalist society; 
and finally, the highest stage of society, socialist society, in which we 
return to communal ownership of the means of production. The way this 
works, according to Marx, and according to the nineteenth century 
anthropology that he was familiar with, is somewhat as follows: In the 
pr imi tive state of man, however that came about, nobody owned the means of 
production. This may have been true, particularly in ancient Germany, 
the tribes as a whole owned certain parts of the land, and within that 
tract of land, every member of the tribe had equal hunting rights; or, 
when they got around to an agricultural economy, in many areas they split 
up the land, re-distributed it every year so that one man didn't get the 
choice plots of land every year. Thus the means of production of the 
physical necessities of life, food, clothing, and shelter were owned in 
common by the co mmuni ty, and were exercised by the commuhity. However, 
since human society is an element in the physical universe, it had wit h i n 
itself certain contradictions, which immediately came into conflict. Little 
hy little, some men would secure the land for themselves, find means of 
transmitting that property to their descendants, (hence marriage with 
all its attendant difficulties) and of making other 
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yorK xor them, and then after a while of exchanging those people 

■ j *■ f. . * " S , 1 * 1 • 5 

who did the work. So ultimately certain people were owners and other 

people were slaves. And this was the typical situation in the ancient 

VA) iTVU hi 

world. The ancient world, however, had also itself certain basic contra- 
j rw 

dictions which could no longer be endured h, the time of its decline uud 
collapse, at which time slaves did secure certain rights from their former 
masters. And this is the origin of the feudal system. Now the feudal 
system was not slavery. It had many drawbacks, but it was still not 
slavery. The landed peasant had some rights: He could not be bought and 
sold; his family couldn't be split up. If the land was sold, he went 
w^tfT the new owner of the land, but he could not be separated from his 
family^ and from the place where he was born^without his consent. Little 

by little, however, certain of these peasants got squeezed off the land or 
drifted into towns on their own volition. The towns began to grow and a 
rising class of economically independent people began to form in the towns, 
to set up shops, and go into businesses. And here you have the origin of 
the bourgeoisie. 

Now you see what has been happening all along: two forces in society 
conflicting with each other and creating a third element. The primitive 
communal situation created slavery - a qualitatively higher form of social 
organization; feudalism created bourgeois capitalism. Gaptialist society, 
however, according to Marx, is going to set up within itself, has in fact 
done so by our time, the same sort of intolerable contradiction that exist- 
ed in all other forms of society. In other words, the owners within 
capitalistic society, although originally the oppressed medieval bourgeoisie, 
had by Marx's time become the dominant class in society. They had 
destroyed the power of the old aristocracy (land-owners) and had become the 
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indepcri onij. dominant class of the early nineteenth century. They were 
gradually gathering to themsolvec all the property there was. but certain 

i ' 'V 

other people allowed up in the morning and worked until night, and they had 

j 3 V 

nothlng ■ to a ay about the disposition of the product — they were the workers, 
who did , not own anything except their own labor power, for which they were 
paid a wage and uaut home. Capitalist society, then, is gong to sot up 
certain stresses too, and there's going to be another conflict by which, 
we must restore the primitive communal organization of society; although 
now vo dull do It on a much higher plane, since the historic process has 
rcloasod productive forces which were formerly not known, do the next 


social— o ; onomi c revolution will be the Communist revolution, after which 
everything will again be owned in common, 

Si^ce primitive times there's always been a conflict in human society. 
What have the productive relationships been? They have been relationships 
of exploitation. In other words, society has been ultimately divided into 

two major groups, which were antithetical to one another. And the conflict 

b 

of these two groups, those wlv wned the means of production and tn ;se who 
did not own the means of production but had to work for those who did, has 
constituted the dialectic of history. That is the basic human struggle, 
the historical, dialecticcd process •/ ich is the source of human rorress, 
Nov/ this, of course, led -*arx to a study of economics and he set out 
to study the modern system of economics. He said that he sought to lay bare 
the economic laws of motion in modern society. And that is precisely what 
he did in Capital and in his other economic works. His economic theory is, 
of course, based on his concept of the class struggle. Since he believed 
that human society was a class struggle, he asked himself, what is the 
nature of the class struggle in capitalism? His economic theory, then, / S 
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a critique of nineteenth century capitalism, and an exploration of the 
way in which capitalist exploitation was accomplished. 

The class struggle always depends on this: that essentially the class 
of owners is depriving the non-owners of part of the full value of their 
product. Marx came to this conclusion, as a result of incorporating into 
his thinking elements of Ricards's Labor Theory of Value. The basic idea 
in the Labor Theory of Value is this: that the irreducible measure of 
value in a commodity is the amount of labor power expended in producing 
it; and labor power, as Marx defined it, is ultimately the average number 
of labor hours necessary to support life* and Marx described this as 
socially necessary labor. Socially necessary labor is the amount of 
labor absolutely necessary to support yourself. And from this he derived 
the idea of what he calls Surplus Value. Remember that Marx had asked 
himself, what is the nature of capitalist exploitation? Why does a 
capitalist produce? For profit. Then what is the source of capitalist 
profit? Surplus value: that value over and above the subsistence of 
labor wnich the laborer has given to the capitalist. In other words, 
the laborer has to work more hours a day than is necessary to support 
himself and his family. Let’s say that he can make enough in four hours, 
in terras of actual physical production, to support himself and his family- 
in terms of exchange value alone. He works eight hours a day, and in 
former times| a good deal more. According to Marx's theory of surplus 
value, he is during that surplus time simply contributing to the well- 
being of the owner of the factory. 

Now what ab n’t the future of capitalism? To begin with, it is the 


eapitalistb intention to constantly increase the margin of his profit. 
He can do this in one of two ways: by making his laborers work longer 
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hours, thereby Increasing the amount of excess labor, therefore the amount 
of surplus value, therefore the amount of profit. This, of course, has 
obvious limitations, because even if they did not go on strike, they'd 
collapse over their machines. But he can also increase the e ficiency o. 
the laborer through machinery. Now Marx admitted that machinery increased 
the efficiency of the laborer. He denied, of course, that it was what he 
would call a source of value. But it did increase the efficiency of the 
laborer so that he could work better; that is, he could do more w'ith less 
effort. So that was the way chosen to increase the profit. However, more 
and better machinery would mean automatically that fewer laborers were 
needed because if ore man could do the work of two with the machine, that 
throws one man out. ■^hat means that more and more workers are going to 
be ^orced out of work, consequently into competition with each other for 
other jobs. Thus the average wage will go down, because if you have a great 
number of men competing for a job, you can offer what you w?.sh for wages 
and they will have to take it. Ihis, however, lowers the general purchasing 
power of society; and if there are fewer people to buy your products, 
you produce less and less. And what happens at the end of that is total 
collapse. People out of work means nobody to sell to; so toe producer 
has to close down. This throws everybody out of work, and nobody has 
anything. Little by little, demands reassert themselves, and the enterpriser 
can start tack in business. Then, however, the cycle will go into effect 
again, and another depression will follow. 


On the other side of the picture you have one capitalist wiping out 


another through competition. Now how far c m that go? One man squeezes 
out another and then another and then another and pretty soon has very few 
comnetitors; and pretty soon maybe five or six people will run the whole 
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Sh ° V * : Ta:3S0 fow 0°n^e into cartels, trusts, and monopolies of various 
kinds on the one hand, while general social disintegration proceeds on the 
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other, and ultimately the capitalist system will collapse after recurring 


arises, 

W# have so far discussed Marx’s philosophy, materialism and dialectical 
materialism. We have seen its extension into history in the form of 
historical materialism, and its extension into economics. Now the very 
practical question suggests itself to us as it did to him - what does all 
this mean in terms of practical political activity? If all this theory 
is true, what is the nature of the state, what kind of government ought we 
to have, how about political parties, what about political action? 

Well, the Communist concept of the State, like their economic theory, 
is based on the concept of the class struggle. Society is divided into 
two basic groups, and all other groups align themselves with these two: 
the owners of the means of production, and the non-owners of the means of 
production, the exploiters and the exploited. The State, according to 
Marx, is the machinery used by the owners of the means of production to 
exploit the non-owners of the means of production. It is the ma chin ery 
used by the exploiting class to taploit the exploited class. It is also 
peculiar to certain forms of society j it did not exist in feudal times, 
for instance, nor in primitive times. I t is a form of social organization 
peculiar to times of great stress. The Roman Empire was a state because 


ancient civilization was breaking up and the dominant class in ancient 
civilization so organized itself that fpr centurd.es it prevented that 
breaking up. The break-up resulted in feudal, medieval society which again 
began to develop capitalist society and capitalist society produced states, 
national governments. However, this occurred again 
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only at a time w! on society was divided Into irrec .reliable antagonisms for 

* i • , i 

the final catastrophe. It is the vnry function of a at - te, then, to rosin. t 

‘S * i ■ 

Change^ thus the state will ally it elf v/ith the essentially conservative 
©le^n^s .in the .society. Now the modern state has produced bourgeois 

democracy as the oppressive machinery. This is the machinery of exploits- 

i 

tion, democracy. How does this work as the machinery of exploitation? 

I 

In sevjpral ways. For one tiling, the dominance of bourgeoisie society is 
directed not only against the lower orders, the laborers - it is also 

directed against the former aris'ocracy, which concentrated its cower in 

i 

nobility and kings and emperors. Parliaments wore set up exactly to cont- 
ravene such power, so the Parliumentxy democracies of England, the United 
States, France, etc., were set up to give the bourgeoisie a voice, low 
it is perfectly time, and Marxists would admit it, that radually the 
franchise has been extended until in most modern countries it’s pretty 
universal, extending to all adult men and women in the state, However, 
Marxists say that the masses don't really have anything to say; sorties 
spring i. to existence really representing the dominant elements in society. 
Thus the modern state has produced bourgeois democracy as oppressive 
machinery. On the one hand, it oppresses the people who formerly ruled 

ii 

society, the aristocracy; on the other hand, it opuresses by decoction 
the lower classes, which, if they really k' ew what was "oing on, would 
revolt and put their own people in power. However, the contradictions of 
the production relations within bourgeois democracy will ultimately 
precipitate a revolution, Why? Because, as we have seen, more and more 
w®3.1th will be concentrated into fewer and fewer hands, more anti more oeople 
will become pootet and poorer, and this will v cult in an inevitable conflict. 
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They will, then, conflict) these two classesj the lower class will 
revolt automatically against the upper class, having been welded into a 
unit by the very oppression that created it, after this last revolution, 
the last bulwark of repression and exploitation will have been overthrown, 
and there will be no classes, no oppressed, no oppressors, therefore no 
state. Why? Because it won't be necessary. 

We can now go into the developments of Leninism and Stalinism. Now 
Marx was not in the first place interested at all in doctrinal complete- 
ness for its own sake; consequently he left a rather confused body of 
writings. This situation has led to a considerable variety of interpretation 
of thought. Such interpretations of Marx have ranged all the way from 
a simple acceptance of Marx as a very stimulating thinker (Henry Adams, for 
instance, said that Marx had taught him a good deal and had helped him 
in his flunking) all the way over to Leninism and Stalinism, as embodied 

I 

in the present Soviet Union. Since this latter has certainly been the 
dominant form of Marxism in modern times, whether it's right or not, it's 
the one which we will choose to go into. 

Lenin got hold of Marx's doctrines, and he so directed them that they 
are what we do basically have to contend with today. Now Lenin regarded 
Marx's teaching the way Marx regarded it himself - as a guiding set of 
ideas, rather than a fixed doctrine. And Lenin was the one who decided 
the way it would be applied in the contemporary situation. His contribution 
to Marxism was very definite and was essentially the incorporation into 
the basic theory of a practical revolutionary program. Now Marx had said 
that the revolution would occur. But Lenin was of course living in a 
different situation from Marx. He was not essentially a scholar, as Marx 


had beenj but he was living in a very practical situation in dzarist Russia 
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of the nineteenth and earlier twentieth centuries, in which revolution 
was as common as breathing, eating, or drinking. And Lenin was first of 
all a revolutionary. Since he was a master organizer and a very powerful 
personality, he could make ^^people do practically anything he wanted. 

He developed first of all the concept (which Marx had not worked up) of 
a limited disciplined part;, of professional revolutionaries. Limited, that 
is, in numbers, and disciplined in doctrine and action. He realized what 
it is not always clear that Marx and Engels realized, that the working 
class would not of itself develop into anything beyond trade unionism. 

The working class, like any other group mf human beings, as long as it 
is reasonably well off and is not perpetually angiy , is not going to cause 
any revolutions. Lenin said that classes are led by parties and parties 
are led by leaders. The second thing that Lenin contributed to Marxism 
was his idea of the proletarian dictatorship. Marx had envisioned 
proletarian rule after the revolution as a true democracy, a rule by all 
the people. But Lenin again realized that the ordinary man is pretty well 
content, and Would slip back into bourgeois ideas. But the state after 
the revolution, he said, would have to be <-overned by his small party of 
revolutionaries, who really know what's going on and who can guide the 
working class. A revolutionary minority, in other words, with no pretense 
of majority rule. He developed also the concept of imperialist capitalism. 
Now Marx had pointed out that capitalism would go through a series of ever 
more severe crises until the capitalist fabric would disintegrate. That 
had not happened by the time Lenin appeared on the scene, and he found the 
answer to that difficulty in imperialism. He said that instead of the 
old situation in which capitalist companies within capitalist countries 
used to compete with each other, we now have competition between different 
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capitalist countries. This is the imperialist phase of capitalism, 
competing for world markets. Stalin, to bring the theory up to date, 
has further modified Marxism since Lenin’s death. He has attempted, to 
adapt it to changing conditions which the Soviets had to recognize. The 
thing that Stalin has been most concerned with for obvious reasons was 
! th* question of the persistence of the sta~.e after the revolution. He did 
; explain it very consistently in terms of Marxist doctrine. He Justifies 

fl^ia two wayB: first, as an answer to capitalist encirclement : the 

1 : ' 
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Soviets envision the Soviet Onion as surrounded on all aides by capi tali st 

j states who are eager to destroy it; and dependent upon that is the doctrine 

I 

ij#f Socialism in ana country. 
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